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FOREWORD
This is the final contract report pertaining to the flight service evaluation of advanced composite
components on a series of Bell Helicopter Textron, Inc. (Bell) Model 206L LongRanger helicopters.
The work was jointly sponsored by NASA Langley Research Center and the Vehicle Structures
Directorate, Army Research Laboratory under Contract NAS1-15279. Previous reports have
described the fabrication of the parts, as well as periodic test results. This reports contains all of the
test data from the earlier reports, as well as new data collected after 1986. The NASA Langley
Technical Monitor for this program is Mr. Donald J. Baker. The Bell Project Engineer is Mr. Henry
Wilson.
Acknowledgement is made of the 206L commercial operators who have participated in this program,
and who are identified in the body of this report. A special thanks is warranted for the many Bell
Helicopter Customer Support Representatives for their efforts in maintaining accurate records and
conducting thorough inspections.
Material names or codes and suppliers are identified herein for completeness in defining and providing
traceability of the types of materials and processes utilized. In no case does such identification imply
recommendation or endorsement of the material by NASA or Vehicle Structures Dire torate, nor does
it imply that the materials are necessarily the only ones or the best ones available for the purpose of
this program.
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1. INTRODUCTION
The Flight Service Evaluation Program began in
1978 as a joint contract between NASA Langley
Research Center, U.S. Army and Bell Helicopter
Textron, Inc. The primary objective of this pro-
gram was to evaluate composite parts in field
service environments throughout North Amer-
ica. At the time of the program inception, little
was known regarding the performance and
maintainability of composite parts over very long
periods of time. The information obtained from
this program was intended to provide valuable
insight to the potential of using composite mate-
rials in active, and sometimes extremely harsh,
environments for extended periods of time.
There have been two significant phases to this
test program. The first of which was to evaluate
actual flying components on light helicopters in
various operating environments. The aircraft
model chosen for this program was the Bell
Model 206L LongRanger. This model aircraft, as
well as its predecessor the JetRanger, has been
in service throughout the world for over 20 years.
These helicopters often operate in adverse condi-
tions, far removed from advanced maintenance
facilities, thereby requiring a high degree of reli-
ability.
Four distinct operating environments were se-
lected for this program: 1) Arctic Northwestern
(Alaska) for a cold and dry climate; 2) Southwest-
ern United States for a hot and dry climate; 3)
Northeaster.n United States (New York) and
Eastern Canada for a cold and wet climate; and
4) Gulf of Mexico coastal area for a hot and hu-
mid climate (mostly offshore operation). Figure
1 is a map of the 4 operating regions.
Of the 160 parts initially produced for this pro-
gram, 19 are still in service at this time. One
hundred and one (101) parts have been destruc-
tively tested, 16 parts have been destroyed in
various incidents, and 24 parts have been lost or
transferred to unknown aircraft. Figure 2 is a
pie chart indicating the final status of the parts
in this program. Figure 3 is a histogram of the
components which indicates the approximate
dates at which parts were removed from service.
The second portion of this program was to evalu-
ate exposed test coupons fabricated from materi-
als representative of those used for the helicopter
components. Correlations between the property
retention characteristics of the flight compo-
nents and the test coupons have been a secondary
objective of this program.
Section 2 of this report provides an overview of
the program, description of the selected compo-
nents and their primary functions on the air-
craft, and identification of the predominant load-
ings for each part, Additionally, the program
status is provided by operational regions. The
numbe.r of components, number of flight hours,
time of installation, and other component infor-
mation is provided. Section 3 contains descrip-
tions of the service experiences of the compo-
nents. Information regarding operator com-
ments, field repairs, and other problems are in-
cluded. Section 4 presents the results for all of
the destructively tested components which were
recalled from service. Descriptions of testing
procedures are included, as well as discussions of
failure modes. The test data is present in both
tabular and graphical form, sorted by component
type. Section 5 is a summary of the exposure cou-
pon test results and includes a comparison to the
component test data. Final conclusions are pre-
sented in Section 6.
3_6_
ALASKA
5 SHIPSETS
25,000 TOTAL
FLT HOURS
SOUTHWEST U.S.A.
5 SHIPSETS
20,000 TOTAL
FLT HOURS
AST CANADA
NORTHEAST U.S.A.
15 SHIPSETS
146,500 TOTAL
FLT HOURS
GULF COAST
15 SHIPSETS
2§8_400 TOTAL _ =
FLT HOURS
Figure 1. Flight Service Evaluation Operating Regions
11.9%
TESTED
63.1%
3_64
Figure 2. Final Part Status - Total Program
2
5°1 iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiill45 ........... i
40 ...........
1.1.1
U
_z
• ' ",..' ' ____._i
: IBAGGA_GE DOORF --f "_ ._ : : : : -
Ol _ [ , , _ i , ,
O 12 24 3e 48 eo 72 84 96 108 t20 132 144.
PROGRAM DURATION (MONTHS)
3A367
Figure3. Component ServiceHistory
2. PROGRAM OVERVIEW
2.1 COMPONENT SELECTION
The contract statement of work for this program
set forth several requirements relating to the se-
lection of the components to be studied. They
were: 1) components must be external structure,
fully exposed to operating environments, 2) com:
ponents must be certified by the FAA, 3) parts
must be built in a production environment and 4)
components must be installed on a large enough
sampling of helicopters in diverse environments
to adequately examine environmental effects.
Based upon these requirements, four parts were
selected on the Model 206L: 1) vertical fin, 2) for-
ward fairing, 3) iltter door, and 4) baggage door.
Figure 4 is a schematic indicating the location of
each of these parts on the 206L helicopter. The
following sections describe the construction of
the parts, as well as their function on the air-
frame. Reference 1 contains detailed descrip-
tions of the parts, as well as the fabrication meth-
ods of each.
2.1.1 Vertical Fin
The vertical fin is attached to the aft end of the
tailboom, and is used for lateral directional sta-
bility. Loads are generally induced into the ver-
tical fin by three sources: 1) distributed aerody-
namic loads along the surface, 2) oscillatory
loads caused primarily by main rotor wake im-
pingement on the surface and by the tailrotor
which rotates just to the left of the vertical fun
(see Figure 4), and from 3) tail down landings.
The vertical fin is a sandwich structure made
from T300/E-7881 graphite/epoxy skins over a
high-strength fibertruss fiberglass honeycomb
core 2, 1.25 inches in depth. The leading edge is
constructed of Kevlar/epoxy, and the trailing
edge is made of graphite/epoxy. The stinger (tail
bumper) is a filament wound fiberglass tube, at-
tached to the lower end of the fin. Lightning pro-
tection is provided by 200-grid aluminum alloy
screens bonded to the outer surface of each fin
face. Figure 5is a photograph of the vertical fin.
This part weighed 12.3 Ib, yielding a 19.6%
weight savings over the production aluminum
vertical fin.
2.1.2 Forward Fairing.
The forward fairing attaches to the roof of the fu-
selage, provkiing a-smooth-surface over the lead-
ing edge of the engine cowling (see Figure 4).
Additionally, this pa]'t- is Often used to mount
communication antennas by the operators in the
field. This part is loaded primarily from aerody-
namic surface loads.
The fairing has a single curvature at its aft end
that changes t5 a severe double curvature in the
vicinity of the forward end. Figure 6 is a photo-
graph of this part. The fairing is a sandwich
structure which uses a single ply of 281/CE306 s
Kevlar/el_xy_ the ihner_and outer facesheets.
The core is 0.38 inches thick Klegecell foam. 4
This part has a weight of 8.6 lb, which is 1.34 lb
less than the production aluminum fairing
(15.6% weight savings).
2.1.3 Litter Door
The litter door is located on the left side of the
aircraft, between the crew and cabin doors. The
cabin door is hinge-mounted on the aft edge of
the litter door, which in turn is mounted on the
airframe by two hinges at the forward edge (see
Figure 7). The litter door is used primarily to
load oversized cargo into the passenger cabin.
This component is constructed by separately cur-
ing the inner and outer skins, and then bonding
them together with Narmco 1113 adhesive. 5 The
outer skin is made from two plies of 281/F-185
Kevlar/epoxy fabric, and one ply of 220/F-185
Kevlar/epoxy fabric. The inner skin is made of
three plies of 281/F-185 Kevlar/epoxy fabric, re-
inforced with unidirectional Kevlar/F-560 tape. 2
The inner skins were formed into hat sections to
provide additional stiffness where required. Fig-
ure 8 is a photograph showing the litter door
1 Manufactured by U.S.PolymericCo.,Santa Ana, CA.
2 Manufactured by theHexcelCorp.,Dublin,CA.
3 Manufactured by Ferro Corporation,CulverCity,CA.
4 Manufactured by the KlegecellCorporation,Grapevine,TX.
S Manufactured by Narmco DivisionofCelaneseCorp.,Costa Mesa, CA.
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Figure 5. Graphite/Epoxy Vertical Fin
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Figure 6. Kevlar/Epoxy Forward Fairing
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Figure 7. Litter Door in Open Position
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Figure 8. Kevlar Epoxy Litter Door, Inner View
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construction.Theplexiglass window was bonded
directly to the door after the skins: were bonded
together. Weight savings on this part was 4.9 lb
(37.4%) over the production metal door.
2.1.4 Ba_a_e Door
The baggage door is located on the left side of the
aft section of the fuselage as shown in Figure 4.
In addition to aerodynamic loads, and loads
caused by normal handling of the door, impact
loads may be induced as a result of shifting cargo
or by rotor wake causing an open door to slam
shut. The baggage door was the only component
which was not manufactured by Bell Helicopter.
This part was fabricated by the Brunswick De-
fense Division of Lincoln, Nebraska, using a con-
ventional hand layup of Kevlar-49 fabric/LRF-
2776 epoxy over a Nomex honeycomb core. An
adhesive was used between the core and the in-
ner facesheet only, and the entire assembly was
cured together. After the curing process, the part
was trimmed and clean-cut holes for the lock and
latches were made with a water jet cutter. Fig-
ure 9 is a photograph of the finished door. The
composite part had exactly the same weight as
the metal part (2.9 lb).
2.2 PROGRAM STATUS
This section contains a brief summary of the spe-
cific composite parts used in this sturdy: Table I is
a summary of the total flight hours and service
months of the four composite components. This
table also provides a breakdown as to the final
status of each part. Figure 10 is a set of pie
charts depicting this final status. Table II is a
complete listing of every aircraft, and includes
the flight hours and service time (in months) for
each part. The final status of each part is also
listed in this table. For the parts which have
been tested, the reference to the test data is giv-
en. The test results for every part are reported in
Section 4. Table H is broken into five sub-tables:
II-A for the Northwest Region, II-B for the South-
west Region, II-C for the Northeast Region, and
II-D for the Gulf of Mexico Coastal Region.
A total of 160 parts were placed into service
throughout North America (40 ship sets of four
parts each). Initially, 11 different operating
agencies were issued composite parts as part of
this study. Five Operators in the North-eastern
United States and Eastern Canada were issued a
total of 15 ship sets, and four operators in the
gulf coast region were provided a total of 15 ship
sets. The bulk of the parts were placed in these
two regions due to the fact that these regions of
North America had a greater number of operat-
ing aircraft than other regions (primarily oil re-
lated industries). In the Southwest United
States, five ship sets were issued to a single oper-
ator. Similarly, five sets were given to an opera-
tor based in Alaska to study the parts in the arc-
tic regions of North America. Over the course of
this program, four of these companies have
ceased to conduct business; two in Canada, and
two along the gulf coast. Additionally, many of
the aircraft originally in this program have been
sold to other operators with the composite parts
installed. By the end of this program, a total of
20 operators have used aircraft with initial in-
ventory composite parts installed. Each sub-
section below is a summary of the activities in
the operating regions.
2.2.1 Northwest Region
ERA Helicopters was the only operator partici-
pating in this region. ERA is based in Anchor-
age, Alaska, with aircraft operating throughout
Alaska. They were issued five ship sets of parts
(20 total) at the beginning of this program.
These 20 parts accumulated a total of 24,869
flight hours over the course of the program;
yielding an average of 1,243 hours per part. The
average part spent approximately 43 months in
operation (see Table II-A). The litter doors did
not record a significant amount of flight time due
to early problems with the hinges. The adverse
weather conditions in this region did not cause
any apparent problems peculiar to these compos-
ite parts. Two parts from this region are listed as
"unknown." Both parts (one vertical fin and one
litter door) were removed from their respective
helicopters for scheduled repainting, and the op-
erator was unable to locate them. ERA still has
three forward fairings in operation, which had
recorded a total of 5,734 flight hours as of the last
inspection. The fairing on A/C 45108 has record-
ed the most flight time in this region - 2,631
flight hours at the last inspection, and has been
operating on this helicopter for approximately 10
6 Kevlar/epoxy matrix manufactured by the Brunswick Defense Division, Lincoln, NB.
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Figure 9a. Kevlar/Epoxy Baggage Door, Outer View
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Figure 9b. Kevlar/Epoxy Baggage Door, Inner View
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TABLE I. TOTALPROGRAMSUMMARY
COMPONENT
VERTICAL FIN
FWD FAIRING
LITTER DOOR
BAGGAGE DOOR
TESTED
25
23
26
27
NUMBER OF PARTS
IN SERVICE DESTROYED UNKNOWN
TOTAL
FLIGHT
HOURS
133,818
151,729
116,539
87,789
TOTAL
MONTHS
INSTALLED
2,243
2,628
1,881
1,642
TOTALS 101 19 16 24 489,875 8,394
AVG /PART 3062 52
11
NORTHWEST
MISC 10.0%
TESTED
7O.0%
NORTHEAST
ISC 15.0%
_ DES'I'ROYE D
_10.0%
_lllllllN SERVICE =
6.7%
68.3%
SOUTHWEST
MISC 15.0%
DESTROYED
10.0%
TESTED
75.0%
GULF COAST
MISC 10.7%
DESTROYED
TESTED 112"5%
_._% ,,_s_,_
Figure 10. Final Part Status
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20
years. One vertical fin was returned in 1983 due
to excessive cracking along the leading edge.
The part was not repaired or tested by BHTI. A
total of 14 parts from this region have been test-
ed: 3 vertical fins, 2 forward fairings, 4 litter
doors, and 5 baggage doors.
2.2.2 Southwest Region
Air Services International (ASI), based in Scotts-
dale, Arizona, was the only operator participat-
ing in this region. The aircraft operated by ASI,
served a large region in the Western United
States, including Colorado, Utah, Wyoming and
Arizona. They were issued 5 ship sets of parts
(20 total) at the beginning of this program.
These twenty parts accumulated a total of 20,079
flight hours over the course of the program;
yielding an average of 1,004 hours per part. The
average part spent only 29 months in operation
(see Table II-B). These totals represent the low-
est numbers of any of the four regions. This fact
is traced to two significant factors. First, two of
the five aircraft experienced hard landings with
less than two years in the program. All of the
parts on these two helicopters (S/N 45609 and
45614) were removed from service after these
separate accidents. Secondly, the litter doors on
each aircraft in this region were removed after
approximately seven months of service due to
warping of the door frames. This problem was
discussed extensively in Reference 2 (page 23).
Although all of the doors were repaired by BHTI
and returned toASI, theywere not allreinstal-
led.Allpartswere recalledfrom ASI,and fourof
these litterdoors were returned afterspending
most ofthe time in storageatASI. The fifthlit-
terdoorwas never locatedby ASI personnel.The
litterdoors recorded an average of 240 flight
hours with an average servicetime of only 9
months. The verticalfinsand forward fairings
recordedan average ofalmost 1,500hours each,
and did not experienceany problems peculiarto
thisregion. The baggage doorsperformed well,
recordingan averageofapproximately800 hours
priortobeingrecalledin1986(seesection3.4).
2.2.3 Northeast U.S. and Eastern Canada
Re.on
A total of five operators were originally chosen to
participate in this region, which at the time of
the program inception, was one of the busiest re-
gions for helicopter activity. Four of the opera-
tors were located in Canada: Hell-Voyageur,
Transport Canada (Canadian Coast Guard), Roy-
al Canadian Mounted Police, and Trans-Quebec
Helicopters. The fifth operator in this region was
Island Helicopters located on Long Island, New
York. Heli-Voyageur ceased operation in 1984,
and all parts were returned to BHTI for testing.
One of the five sets of parts operated by Trans-
Quebec was returned after 15 months of service
for testing (see Reference 2). The other four sets
were on aircraft sold to other operators after
Trans-Quebec ceased to conduct business. The
other original operators have continued to par-
ticipate in this program. The operators in this
region have recorded very few operational prob-
lems, as compared to the other regions. The 15
ship sets in this region recorded over 36,000
hours (see Table H-C). The average part spent
over four and one-half years in service, recording
over 2,400 flight hours. The forward fairings
spent the greatest number of hours installed on
the aircraft (3,207 each), followed by the vertical
fins, with an average of 2,326 hours each. The
baggage doors recorded slightly more flight time
than the litter doors, even though all baggage
doors were recalled from service in 1986. The op-
erators in this region had numerous problems
with installation of the litter doors early in the
program, which resulted in a significant amount
of down time for these composite parts.
2.2.4 Gulf of Mexico Coastal Region
This region recorded more flight time on the com-
posite parts than the other three regions com-
bined (see Table II-D). One operator, Air Logis-
tics, recorded over 46,000 total flight hours on six
aircraft, for an average of 7,708 flight hours per
part. PHI, the second busiest operator (also in
this region), averaged 5,015 hours per part. Each
part in this region averaged five years of service,
recording almost 1000 flight hours per year. In
contrast, the aircraft in the Northeast Region
averaged 519 flight hours per year. The other
two regions (Southwest and Northwest) aver-
aged about 400 flight hours per year. The dra-
matic difference in flight hours is a reflection of
the amount of time the aircraft spent in the air in
the respective regions, as well as a reflection of
the continuous operations of Air Logistics and
PHI over the past 10 years.
The individual parts with the greatest time in
service have operated in this region. Eleven
21
parts in this region have recorded over 10,000
flight hours. All of these parts are flown on Air
Logistics aircraft. The part with the greatest
amount of flight hours is the forward fairing on
aircraft serial number (S/N) 45449, with 14,687
hours over a period of 10 years. This part is still
in service and is not reported as having any prob-
lems at all. A litter door still in service on air-
craft S/N 45546 has accumulated 13,128 flight
hours also over 10 years. The vertical fin from
S/N 45266, which was recently tested, had re-
corded 11,974 flight hours in almost 12 years of
service. Two baggage doors recorded over 6,700
flight hours prior to their recall - one with Air
Logistics (6,765 hours), and one with PHI
(6,750). The part with the greatest amount of
time in service is the litter door on Air Logistics
aircraft S/N 45266, with 147 months of service
(over 12 years).
Two operators in this region ceased operation
during this program: Commercial and Houston
Helicopters. Three sets were issued to Houston
Helicopters, but only one set was installed. All
three sets were returned to BHTI, with the ex-
ception of two parts which were not located (see
Table II-D). The set which had been installed
was subsequently tested. The other two sets
were issued to other operators for installation on
different aircraft. The set from S/N 45458 was
sent to Air Services International in Arizona, to
replace the parts damaged from a hard landing
on one of its aircraft. However, they did not in-
stall these parts prior to returning all of the parts
for final testing. The other unused set was is-
sued to Air Logistics in Louisiana to replace a set
of parts which were recalled for annual testing
(Reference 3). These parts Were installed on SfN
45524, where they accumulated an average of
8,272 flight hours.
2.3 TOTAL PROGRAM SUMMARY
Figure 10 representsthe final status and distri-
bution of all parts used in this program. Twenty-
four(24 ! parts are listed with a_n "unknown" sta-
tus. Nine of the parts were removed by the oper-
ators for various reasons and never re-installed
or located, seven parts were never recovered
after the operators ceased operation, and eight
parts were supposedl_ returned to BHTI for var-
ious reasons, but never received.
Sixteen (16) parts are listed as being "destroyed."
This category includes parts which were da-
maged for various reaso-ns _0 an extent which
prevented testing or expedient repair. The rea-
sons for these parts being removed from the pro-
gram are listed in Table III.
Currently, there are 19 parts still operating at
various locations. All of these parts have been
TABLE III. SUMMARY OF DESTROYED PARTS
i
m
S/N
45115
REGION
N.W.U.S.
45609 S.W.U.S.
45450 N.E.U.S.
PART(S)
Fin
Fin, Baggage
Baggage Door
45026 E. Canada All Parts
45134 E. Canada Fin
45160 Gulf Coast All Parts
45330 Gulf Coast
45331 Gulf Coast
Fairing
Fin
DESCRIPTION
Minor Damage
Hard Landing
Impact Damage
A/C Burned in Hangar Fire
Minor Damage
Crashed Into Gulf of Mexico
Mid-Air Collision
Highway Accident During Ground
Transportation
45449 Gulf Coast Fin Minor Damage
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recalledwithin thepast year but have not been
removed from the respective aircraft. A total of
101 parts have been tested during this program.
This represents over 60 percent of all parts origi-
nally issued. The results of the test data for
these components are presented in Section 4.
23
3. SERVICE EXPERIENCES
A total of 82 discrepancies were reported on the
160 parts in this program. These reports are
categorized as problems with the composite parts
themselves, and do not include damage to parts
as a result of aircraft incidents which likely
would have destroyed a metal part as well (e.g.,
hard landings, etc.). The problems ranged from
paint cracking to delaminations, and are dis-
cussed for each part below.
3.1 VERTICAL FIN
There were a total of 29 reported problems on the
40 vertical fins. Of these 29 problems, 22 de-
scribed paint cracking on the leading and/or
trailing edges of the fin. This problem was re-
ported frequently throughout each region. Al-
most every operator attributed the paint crack-
ing to the ground handling of the aircraft. In
normal towing situations, a ground crew mem-
ber walks behind the aircraft, balancing the aft
end of the aircraft by holding onto the tail bump-
er (stinger). Additionally, the operator may
grasp the leading or trailing edge for extra sta-
bility. The working of the stinger in the lower
section of the vertical fin, as well as the handling
of the flexible Kevlar leading edge, caused local
paint cracking on the fin. Although the cracking
of the paint on these parts did not degrade the
structure, it did result in additional time re-
quired for painting of these fins. Metal f'ms may
well have suffered similar paint degradation.
Two fins were reported to have separated trailing
edges. However, it is noted that several other
fins returned for testing showed similar prob-
lems. The aft portion of the fin consists of two
graphite/epoxy face sheets bonded together.
Over a period of time, this bond was found to de-
teriorate, especially in the areas which are han-
dled during towing operations. It is noted that
this damage did not degrade the load carrying ca-
pabilities of the fin, and no repairs were required
for these fins. -
Two vertical fins were reported as being struck
by lightning. A detailed report on the fin from
aircraft S/N 45450 operating in New York is con-
tained in Reference 3. Static tests of this part in-
dicated that there was no structural degradation
as a result of this lightning strike. The other
lightning-strike fin was recorded on aircraft S/-N
45373 in the Gulf of Mexico. This part was visu-
ally inspected at PHI and allowed to continue op-
erations. This fin was recalled as part of the first
annual test process. The test results indicate no
loss in strength due to the lightning strike (Ref-
erence 2).
Only one vertical fin sustained repairable dam-
age during operations. The fin from aircraft S/N
45385 operating in the Gulf of Mexico broke loose
from its moorings during high winds in 1982.
The helicopter was blown into a piece of equip-
ment and punctured the vertical fin. The repair
of this fin is outlined in Reference 2. The part
was returned to service and has recorded over
7000 additional flight hours without any addi-
tional problems being reported. This part is still
operating on this aircraft.
Three reports have indicated problems in the
area of the stinger attachment. Two of these re-
ports were for minor cracking, which did not re-
quire any repairs. The cause of this damage was
most likely due to ground handling operations,
previously discussed. The third incident was a
report of a damaged stinger. The stinger is a fila-
ment wound fiberglass tube, which attaches to a
fitting in the lower end of the fin. The stinger on
this aircraft had worn to a flattened area at the
attachment location. The repair was made by ap-
plying three layers of EPON 28 Fiberglass to the
worn area. After curing, the area was sanded
smooth to the original shape, and re-installed
without further incident.
Finally, one operator in Canada noted that the
composite vertical fins became discolored from
engine exhaust more so than the aluminum fins.
Although the parts were easy to clean, it did re-
quire additional effort from the ground mainten-
ance crew.
The vertical fin has had the most positive re-
sponse from all operators, especially those along
the coastlines (Texas, Louisiana and the Nor-
theastern Seaboard). Most of the comments cen-
ter around the corrosion resistance of these com-
posite parts. An operator in Louisiana reported
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that the metalfins aresometimescoveredwith
patches after about 6 years as a result of
corrosion-relatedrepairs. Additionally,thever-
tical fin had a significantweightsavingsover
themetalparts(15%,Reference1),whichat its
positionat theaft endof theaircraft,providesa
significantshift forwardof theaircraftcenterof
gravity. Sincethe LongRangerhasan aft c.g.
problemwith noseballast, this givesa multi-
plingeffectoftheweightsavings.
3.2 FORWARD FAIRINGS
The forward fairings have had the fewest report-
ed problems of the four composite parts. Since
this part does not experience high oscillatory
flight loads (such as the vertical fin), and is not
frequently handled (such as the baggage door), it
was not expected to have many service problems.
Only aircraft S/N 45546 reported any damage to
the forward fairing. This part was observed to
have a small crack near the right hand side
latch. The damage did not require repair, and
the part continued to record over 10,000 flight
hours. This part was recalled from service and
destructively tested in 1992. The test data from
this part indicates that there was no apparent
loss in strength of this part.
The only other comment frequently received on
this part was regarding use of the fairing as an
antenna base. Many operators generally use this
part as an electrical ground for a HF antenna.
Since the Kevlar fairing is non-metallic, a metal
sheet had to be bonded to the inner surface of the
part. Most operators bonded very thin aluminum
sheets which added a negligible amount of
weight. Although these modifications are minor,
it is a factor which must be considered in manu-
facturing composite components.
3.3 LITTER DOORS
There were twenty-five reported incidents in-
volving the composite litter doors. Four reports
from the Southwest indicated that thermal buck-
ling was occurring on the outer skins near the
windows, causing the windows to break their
seal. The aircraft at this location have been re-
ported to experience external temperatures up to
250 ° F on comparable metal doors while sitting
on the tarmac. The difference in thermal expan-
sion between the Kevlar skins, and the windows
caused the buckling problem to become apparent
to the operator. A rubber seal was inserted be-
tween the glass and the Kevlar, to allow neces-
sary expansion to occur. The litter doors were re-
paired and returned to service where they accu-
mulated approximately 100 additional flight
hours. Reference 2 contains a detailed descrip-
tion of this problem and subsequent repair. It is
noted that this problem was the only environ-
mentally related incident throughout this pro-
gram.
Ten reports indicated that the litter doors had
broken corners at various locations. This prob-
lem was directly related to handling incidents,
and was also evident in the baggage doors. Al-
though this did not cause any reduction in capa-
bility of the door, it did hinder the proper struc-
tural sealing of the door, as well as present aes-
thetic problems. The area which was breaking
was outside of the hat sections, where the face
sheets are bonded together to form the edge. For
production purposes, this problem could be elimi-
nated by locally strengthening the corners with
additional material.
There were four reports of minor cracking in the
local area around the hinge attach points. This
was due to local flexibility at these locations,
which allowed the hinges to be excessively
worked during handling of the door. Of these
four reports, none of the doors were required to
be removed for repair. One of the operators, how-
ever, filled in the area around the attach point
with a metal set to prevent additional cracking.
The most frequent problem with the litter doors
was discovered early in the program, at the time
of door installation. The original hinges used to
attach the litter door to the passenger door were
found to be under-designed. Almost every opera-
tor reported at least one incident of improper fit
with these hinges, or broken hinges within a
short period of time. These parts were replaced
in 1985 with larger hinges which were found to
solve all of the field hinge problems.
The litter door was rarely singled out by the op-
erators as being any different from their metal
counterparts. However, other than the early
hinge problems, and the thermal buckling prob-
lems (which were all rectified), there were no
complaints about the composite litter doors. This
part, however, did represent the largest percent-
age weight savings of any of the four parts (37%,
Reference 1), making it a very attractive compos-
ite application.
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3.4BAGGAGEDOORS
The baggage doors had the poorest service record
of the four components in this study. As a result
of the resin problems discussed in detail in Refer-
ence 3, all baggage doors were recalled from op-
eration in December of 1986. Before that time,
there had been twelve reported cases of extensive
delaminations in these doors. The only other
problem with these doors was with broken cor-
ners, a problem identical to that discussed in the
litter door section. A total of ten cases were re-
ported in which the baggage door corners had
broken (10 separate doors). This problers-Was
also discussed in Reference 3.
Despite the unsatisfactory performance of these
baggage doors, many of the operators were
pleased with them prior to the recall. The
majority of the positive comments referred to
the impact resistance of the Kevlar doors. Bag-
gage doors are often subject to impact loads from
shifting cargo, causing dents in the metal
doors. These dents and scratches may subse-
quently spawn corrosive growth, as well as
present a poor appearance of the doorl The
Kevl_r d-_r-s-did-not experience any corrosion
problems, and generally did not show dents as a
result of minor impacts. It is noted that one bag-
gage door is still in service in Northeast Canada,
and has recorded almost 4500 flight hours, and
has shown.no si_gns of damage_ ....
Future production considerations should obvi-
ously include a better resin system than that
used on these doors. Additionally, the corners of
the doors should be locally stiffened, as discussed
with the litter doors.
:: : 7 --
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4. COMPONENT TESTING
This section contains all of the test data acquired 4.1.1 Vertical Fin
for the component testing over the course of this
program. Test data gathered at the time of struc- The vertical fin was attached to a large base
tural certification was used to establish the base- ::structure, simulating the fin-to-fuselage instal-
line strength and stiffness values of the four dif-
ferent parts (Reference 1).
4.1 TESTING PROCEDURES
All components were placed in fixtures which du-
plicated their attachment to the actual airframe,
lation, as shown in Figure 11. Load was applied
to the fin by incrementally adding lead shot bags
across the surface of the vertical fin, in a manner
similar to an aerodynamic loading. Displace-
ment was measured at the upper tip of the fin,
using a tube scale. A total of 25 vertical fins
were tested. Failure of every vertical fin oc-
and statically tested to determine strength and curred approximately 10 inches above the upper
stiffness. The design loads are given in TableIV-- §et of fuselage attach bolts in bending compres-
A. The stiffness data presented in this section is
a linear curve fit of applied load vs. deflection at
the point of greatest deflection for each part. Ini-
tial readings were made, followed by increment-
al static loading up to a value of 100 percent of
the design limit load. The parts were then un-
loaded to record residual displacements, if any.
The displacement gauges were then removed,
and the parts were loaded to failure, to determine
the ultimate strength of each part. Each section
below describes in brief detail the testing proce-
dures for each of the four components. A compre-
hensive description of the testing methods is
found in Reference 1.
sion of the facesheet (Figure 12).
4.1.2 Forward Fairing
Figure 13 displays the test apparatus for the fair-
ing. Due to the shape of this part, aerodynamic
pressure testing had to be conducted using a
vacuum chamber. Deflection measurements
were made at the center of the upper side of the
fairing, as shown in Figure 14. The fairing was
found to deflect very little for the design limit
load, thereby making deflection comparisons dif-
ficult. There were two distinct failure modes for
theforward fairings. A total of 23 fairings were
TABLE IV-A. DESIGN LOADS FOR FLIGHT SERVICE COMPONENTS
Limit
Ultimate
Vertical Fin
0.50 PSI
0.75 PSI
Forward Fairing
0.20 PSI
0.30 PSI
Litter Door
0.20 PSI +
53.0 lb Upper Hinge
140.0 lb Lower Hinge
0.30 PSI
79.5 lb Upper Hinge
210.0 lb Lower Hinge
Baggage Door
O.33 PSI
0.50 PSI
Knockdown Factor 1.40 1.62 1.94 1.39
Required Strength* 1.05 PSI 0.49 PSI" 0.58 PSI 0.70
154.0 lb Upper Hinge
407.0 lb Lower Hinge
* Required Strength = Ultimate x Knockdown Factor
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Figure 11. Vertical Fin Test Set-Up
- 2-L509
Figure 12. Vertical Fin Static Failure Mode
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Figure 13. Forward Fairing Test Set-Up
Top
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Figure14. Forward FairingDeflectionMeasurement Location
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tested. The first, and most common, was a local
failure around the latches. Approximately five
of the fairings failed along the upper corner radi-
us on the inner surface.
4.1.3 Litter Door
The litter door was attached to a fixture which
simulated attachment to a door frame on one
side, and to another door on the other side. Aerb-
dynamic loads from the passenger door were in-
troduced as point loads on the aft hinges, and as
distributed loads on the door surface. The point
loads represente_the reactions of the hinges as a _
result of the aerodynamic loads on the adjacent
cabin door. Six dial indicators were placed
around the door as shown in Figure 15. The stiff-
ness data which is reported in this section is from
ure 17). The baggage doors, however, did not re-
quire point loads at the hinges since the baggage
door attaches directly to the airframe on both
sides. Loads were applied to the baggage doors
by applying lead shot bags over the surface of the
door. Displacement was measured at the geo-
metric center of the door. A total of 27 baggage
doors were tested. Several failure modes were
found to occur with this part, and are discussed
in _e_i_-ihe- baggage door test results section
(Sec. _[2.5), -
4.2 TEST RESULTS
4.2.1 Methodology
_rhe has-clOne-strength data were established by
destructively testing five sample parts for each
gauge number 2, located at the center of the door component. A baseline scatter of the strength
along the aft edge. This gauge produced the -_ei-e determined from this data (Ref. 1, pg. 64).
greatest deflections for the applied limit load. Subsequent test results which have fallen within
The failure mode of the llt_e_66r was _und to
be related to the compressive buckling of the in-
ner skin at the center of the door. Under load,
the the inner surface of the door would buckle
slightly under compression, forming a crease at
the center of the door. The door would then de-
flect excessively, pulling the pins out of the fix-
ture, resulting in part failure (see Figure 16).
There were two methods used to determine the
strength of the litter doors. During the certifica-
tion process, four of the doors were tested by in-
crementally increasing the hinge point loads and
the distributed loads beyond 100 percent limit, to
the failure point. This method was also used dur-
ing the 3-year and 5-year test intervals. The sec-
ond method kept the hinge point loads at the 100
percent limit level, and only increased the aero-
dynamic load on the surface of the door. This
method was used in the 8-, 11- and ll.5-year test-
ing intervals. The latter method produces a
higher failure load (point loads plus distributed
loads) since the concentrated load near the at-
tach pins is much lower. All comparisons to
baseline data have been corrected to reflect the
appropriate testing method. It is noted that the
method to determine stiffness was identical for
all litter door specimens.
4.1.4 Ba_age Door
The test apparatus for the baggage doors was
similar to that used for the litter doors (see Fig-
this baseline scatter were determined to have no
measurable change in strength. Baseline stiff-
ness rhe_tsurernents were made on all parts ex-
cept for the vertical fin. These initial stiffness
values were the result of only a single sample for
each component. Therefore, there is no scatter
for which to base subsequent test results.
Tests were conducted at five different intervals
after initial part installation: 3, 5, 8, 11 and 11.5
years. The data for the 3-year testing was report-
ed in Reference 2, and the data from the 5-year
testing was reported in Reference 3. The data for
the 8-year testing is found in Appendix A, and
the data for the 11- and ll.5-year testing is found
in Appendix B. Tables IV-C through IV-F repre-
sent all of the acquired test data for the vertical
fins, forward fairings, litter doors, and baggage
doors, respectively. The information in each ta-
ble includes the laboratory specimen number (or
test data reference source for 3- and 5-year speci-
mens}, aircraft serial number, operator and oper-
ating region, service time in both flight hours
and months, and the date at which the part was
tested (used to calculate age of parts). A list of
helicopter operator abbreviations applicable to
these tables can be found on page 32. The test
data in these tables represents the measured fail-
ure load (strength) and the measured stiffness.
Stiffness was calculated based on a linear curve
fit of load versus deflection measured between
zero and 100 percent of limit load. Strength and
stiffness are also tabulated as a percentage of the
3O
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Figure15. LitterDoor TestSet-Up
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Figure 16. Litter Door Static Failure Mode
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2-L514
Figure 17. Baggage Door Test Set-Up
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:=_A_LE IV-B. HELICOPTER OPERATOR-:%BB--RIEViATION kEY
Abbreviation
i
HOUSTON
Operator
Houston Helicopters
HELI-VOYAG Heli-Voyageur
ERA ERA Helicopter
ASI Air Services International
PHI Petroleum Helicopters Incorporated
AIR LOG Air Logistics
COMM Commercial Helicopters
ISLAND Island Helicopters
TRANS-QUEBEC Trans Quebec Helicopters
RCMP Royal Canadian Mounted Police
COAST GUARD Ministry of Transport Canada
P
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baseline data (where applicable). It is noted that
several of the parts tested at the 3-year interval
did not have deflection measurements recorded.
The baseline data and required strength for each
part are shown above the respective tables.
Figures 18 through 21 are property retention
plots for the vertical fins, forward fairings, litter
doors and baggage doors, respectively. Each fig-
ure contains 4 plots each. Sub-plots A and B indi-
cate strength and stiffness as a function of re-
corded flight hours. Any deterioration of struc-
tural properties due to repeated flight loads
would be evident on these plots. Sub-plots C and
D indicate strength and stiffness as a function of
the age of the parts. Where applicable, the base-
line data is presented on the plots. The strength
plots contain dashed lines defining the baseline
envelope, and the stiffness plots contain a single
solid line representing the stiffness of the single
component measured prior to initial service. The
strength plots (A and C) also contain a solid line
which indicates the required strength necessary
for certification. Parts with data below this line,
have strength values which have degraded to an
unacceptable point. The data associated with the
four different components are discussed in the
following sections.
4.2.2 Vertical Fin
Twenty-five (25) vertical fins have been destruc-
tively tested during this program: 10 from the
northeast, 8 from the Gulf Coast, 4 from the
southwest, and 3 from the northwest. Since de-
flections were not recorded during the certifica-
tion process, there is no baseline stiffness data to
be used for comparison. Therefore, Figures 18B
and 18D, are plots of the actual stiffness values,
and are not in terms of percent of the baseline.
There is no apparent trend developed which
would indicate vertical fin strength degradation
as a function of either flight hours or part age
(Figures 18A and 18C). For example, two parts
which operated in the gulfcoast region with over
11,500 flight hours and 11.5 years in service,
have shown no loss in strength. Additionally,
there is no evidence which would indicate that
property retention differed between the various
regions. All of the tested vertical fins main-
tained strength values greater than the required
value necessary for certification.
Four vertical fins were scanned using a through
transmission squirter technique to determine if
any field damage had occurred prior to destruc-
tive testing (Appendix C). Only one fin was
found to have any noticeable damage (Figure 3A
of App. C). Test data revealed no loss in strength
for this specimen (ML-22). This was expected
since the damage was found near the tip of the
fin, away from the heavily loaded sections.
Since there was no baseline stiffness data record-
ed for the vertical fin, conclusions on stiffness re-
tention are difficult to assess. It is noted, howev-
er, that the two high-time fins from the gulf-
coast, have stiffness measurements greater than
the average of the tested parts. The four parts
with the lowest stiffness measurements (2 from
the southwest, and 2 from the northeast) were
found to have retained strength values within
the baseline scatter.
4.2.3 Forward Fairing
Figure 19A indicates that there was a great deal
of scatter in the strength measurements of the
forward fairings. The data gathered early in the
program have strength values generally below
the baseline scatter (Figure 19C). At the time of
the 8 year testing, the strength data is widely
scattered both above and below the baseline
range. It is noted that none of the points from
this test interval fell within the baseline scatter.
The results from the destructive testing have
shown that the strength of the forward fairing,
even when degraded by almost 50 percent, is well
above the required strength for this part. It is
noted that the non-destructive evaluation of a
random sampling of the fairings found no signs
of field damage (Appendix C).
The stiffness measurements are extremely scat-
tered, ranging from 40 percent of baseline, to al-
most 150 percent of baseline. This wide range of
data is a result of the manner in which stiffness
measurements are collected for this part. At 100
percent limit load, there is generally very little
deflection at the critical location on the forward
fairing. The measurement device (dial indicator)
used during these tests, was not sensitive enough
to register very small amounts of deflection.
Therefore, small deviations in the measured de-
flection from specimen to specimen, resulted in
large differences in recorded stiffness. It is noted
that between the 8-year and ll-year test inter-
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Figure 18C. Vertical Fin Test Data
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Figure 19. Forward Fairing Test Data (Continued)
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Figure 21A. Strength vs. Flight Hours
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Figure 21C. Strength vs. Part Age
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Figure 21. Baggage Door Test Data (Continued)
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vals, a new vacuum chamber was manufactured
in which to perform these tests. The stiffness
data between these two intervals is vastly differ-
ent (Figure 19D). The deflections measured with
the newer vacuum chamber were greater than
those measured with the original chamber. The
difference in deflection measurements may very
well have been a function of the two chamber
constructions.
4.2.4 Litter Door
Twenty-six litter doors were returned for testing:
12 from the northeast, 6 from the Gulf Coast, 4
from the northwest, and 4 from the southwest.
Two of the litter doors which were returned were
not tested due to missing hinge pins. Since the
litter doors generally fail by pulling the hinge
pins out of the fixt_w_elt that instaIIing
pins just for the test would affect the resulting
data. One of the doors which was returned was
missing the window in the center of the panel. It
4.2.5 Baggage Door
A total of 27 baggage doors were tested over the
course of the program. Many of these doors had
significant delaminations at the time of return.
The non-destructive testing reported in Appen-
dix C indicated that two of the four examined
doors had measurable delamination. The two
doors which had no delaminated areas (speci-
mens ML-19 and ML-182), recorded the highest
strength of all of the doors tested during the 8-
year interval.
The strength data indicates that the strength of
the baggage doors degraded significantly over
the course of this program. From Figure 21C, it
is noticed that the three specimens tested at the
5-year interval_ and one specimen tested at the 3-
year interval had strength values significantly
greater than the baseline strength. Two distinct
failure modes have been reported in References 1
and 2. The first mode was failure of the metal
was determined that}nstaliinganew window:for : hinge,which_occurredduring the certiflcation
the sole purpose of obtaining test data on this
part was not cost effective.
A very high percentage of the tested parts record-
ed strength values well above the original base-
line data (Figures 20A and 20C). It was noted in
a previous section that the doors operating in the
southwest region had experienced thermal buck-
ling problems early in the program. Although
these parts did not record many subsequent
flight hours, there does not appear to be any
property degradation as a function of age (Fig-
ures 20C and 20D, circular symbols). Also, the
door rework to remove the buckles did not sig-
nificantly effect the residual strength or stiff-
ness.
The stiffness retention plots (Figures 20B and
20D) indicate that most of the C-omponents had
stiffness values well below the baseline stiffness.
Non-destructive investigation of the litter doors
found that the doors had experienced significant
delaminations in small areas near the edges and
hinges (Appendix C). This local softening of the
structure over _ period of time, may have lead to
the reduction in measured stiffness of the litter
door. Additionally, the baseline stiffness (which
is based on only one test component) may not
have been completely representative of the origi-
nal stiffness of this part.
process as well as at the 3-year test interval. The
other mode, which was observed on all specimens
at the 8- and 11-year intervals, was disbonding of
the outer skin from the core. The response of the
structure under static loading is to deflect exces-
sively, resulting in a large crease in the outer
skin. One specimen tested at the 8-year interval
was loaded beyond this point to investigate the
additional load carrying capability of the door
after the disbonding became evident. The part
continued to carry load up to approximately 200
percent of the baseline (see Table IV-D, specimen
ML-52), at which point the creased skin failed
completely. Although the door was found to car-
ry loadbeyon_V_e pointofirdtialdebonding,it
was feltthat the excessivedeflectionand the
creasedskinconstitutedpartfailure.Itispostu-
latedthatthisphenomena occurredduringthe5-
year test intervail and the failure point was in-
terpreted to be at the much greater load. There-
fore, the data gathered for the baggage doors at
the 5-year interval should be discounted. The
single point taken at the 3-year test interval
which is much greater than the baseline data has
been documented as a hinge failure, thus ex-
plaining the higher strength value.
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5. EXPOSURE COUPON TESTING
5.1 DISCUSSION
This sectioncontainsa briefsummary ofthe ex-
posure coupon testingwhich was conducted in
conjunctionwith the component testing. This
portionof the program has been monitored by
NASA-Langley, and detailedreportsof the test
setup and resultscan be found in Reference 4.
The followingparagraphs have been extracted
from Reference4forconvenience.
Material testspecimens were exposed atfivelo-
cationson the North American Continent (Fig-
ure 22).The selectedlocationsareinthe general
areas where the composite components were
flown.Each locationcontainsone rack as shown
in Figure 23. The racks were installedin 1980
and containfivetrays,each forremoval after1,
3,5,7,and 10 yearsofexposure.A traycontains
24 each oftension,short-beam-shear(SBS),and
IllinoisInstituteof Technology Research Insti-
tute(IITRI)compressionspecimens and four2.0-
in-widespecimensto provideinformationon the
weathering characteristicsofeach material sys-
tem. The tension,compression,and SBS speci-
mens are painted with a polyurethane paint
(IMIRON) 7thatisusedon theflightserviceheli-
copters.
The four composite material systems in the
ground exposure program are given as follows:
(1) Kevlar-49 fabric (style 281)/F-185 epoxy
[0/45/0]s ; (2) Kevlar-49 fabric (style 120)/LRF-
277 epoxy [0/90/+45]s ; (3) Kevlar-49 fabric
(style 281)/CE-306 [0/90]s ; and (4) T-300/E-788
[0/+ 45/0] graphite/epoxy. These material
systems correspond to those used for the litter
door, baggage door, forward fairing, and vertical
fin, respectively.
5.2 RESULTS
Figures 24a through 24c indicate the various
property retention characteristics of the different
material systems. The data indicates that the
Kevlar-49/LRF-277 material has the lowest com-
pressive and short-beam-shear strength of the
four systems (Figures 21a and 21b ). It is noted
at the 7-year test interval, the Kevlar-49/F-185
and T-300/E-788 materials fell to a value of 93
percent, which was slightly below the lower edge
of the baseline scatter. The residual tension
strength of all material systems equals or ex-
ceeds the baseline strength (Figure 21c).
5.3 COMPARISONS TO COMPONENT
TEST RESULTS
The problems associated with the matrix system
used to manufacture the baggage doors with the
Kevlar-49/LRF-277 material are apparent in
both the component and coupon testing. The dis-
bonding of the facesheets and the core by the
components, lead to degraded strength on almost
every part. Similarly, the compressive and shear
strengths (matrix-dominant properties) of the
coupons for this system degraded a significant
amount. The retention of properties by the cou-
pons produced from the other material systems
agrees with the property retention of the vertical
fins, litter doors and fairings.
7 IMIRON: Trademark ofE. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co., Inc.
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6. CONCLUSIONS
A total of 160 flight components were installed
on 40 aircraft, and accumulated 490,000 total
flight hours over a period of almost 13 years. The
part with the greatest number of flight hours
was a forward fairing operating in the Gulf of
Mexico Coastal Region, with over 14,000 hours.
The following conclusions are drawn from the
evaluation of the four selected helicopter compo-
nents fabricated of different composite materials
and subjected to various field environments in
four regions of North America. The operating re-
gimes were represented by 20 operators over a
12-year period.
6.1 FIELD ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
The study has indicated that, in general, compos-
ite materials subjected to normal environmental
conditions can retain structural characteristics
(strength and stiffness) over a significant period
of time (at least 10 years).
Composite materials, as compared to metal, were
shown to be significantly less affected by corro-
sion; in fact, corrosion was essentially nonexis-
tent on the composite parts studied in this pro-
gram.
Limited data has indicated that composites may
survive lightning strike when provided with an
adequate means of grounding.
Composite materials were shown to present oper-
ational problems when directly bonded to parts
with significantly different coefficients of ther-
mal expansion (Kevlar to plexiglass). An inter-
mediate bonding layer (rubber) was found to
solve this problem.
6.2 MATERIAL EFFECTS
Three of the four material systems chosen for
this study displayed adequate capabilities to op-
erate in normal environmental conditions with-
out undue degradation. One Kevlar component
fabricated with LRF-277 epoxy was found to suf-
fer significant delaminations. However, this res-
in system was found to be unacceptable for pro-
duction usage and was never used outside of an
experimental program.
6.3 REGIONAL EFFECTS
The study has shown no major differences in
structural characteristics or other effects be-
tween the four operating regions.
6.4 OPERATIONAL DURATION (FLIGHT
HOURS)
There was no evidence that the structural capa-
bilities of the four components was adversely af-
fected with the accumulation of flight hours.
6.5 COMPONENT AGE
The age of the parts was not shown to affect the
property retention capabilities of the four select-
ed components.
In summary, this program has demonstrated
that composite materials are viable for helicopter
operations in various environments, and in some
cases, provide significant advantages over metal
parts.
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FIELD SERVICE EVALUATION OF CONPOSITE CONPONENTS
(a) BHTI Report No, 599-335-063, "206L Composite Components
Stiffness and Static Tests"
(b) BHTI Report No. 599-098-015, "Structural Tests of the
599-335-048-1 Coaq}osite Vertical Fin Assembly for the
Model 206L and 206L-1"
(c) BHTI Engineering Laboratory Notebook N86-117
INTRODUCTION
This report presents the results of static tests conducted to determine the
structural quality of four composite co,orients of the Model 206L helicopter.
A total of forty-nine parts were received for test; twenty 599-335-054-101
baggage doors, eleven 599-356-001-101 litter doors, nine 599-335-068-101
forward fairings, and nine 599-355-048-i vertical fins were tested under
simulated aerodynamic loading. Two 599-356-001-101 litter doors were missing
Qroduction hardware and mounting points and were not tested.
Testing was conducted in a manner similar to that used in two previous
programs, Ref. (a) and (b). In each test a specimen was mounted in a test
fixture, and loads were applied evenly over one surface of the specimen.
Methods of applying the loads are discussed in Ref. (a) and (b). The loads
were reacted at normal aircraft attachment points using production hardware.
Testing was conducted in the Structural Test Laboratory of Bell Helicopter
Textron, Inc., Fort Worth, Texas, between January 16, i989, and April 14,
i989. All test data can be found in Ref. (c).
RESULTS
The results of static tests of 47 specimens are presented in Table I.
Deflection data is presented in Tables II, Ill, IV and V. Dial indicator
]oc_t_ons _e as described in Ref. (a) and (b). Dial indicator _u_ber 5 was
the only dial indicator used on the 599-335-054-101 baggage door and the 599-
335-068-101 fairing assembly.
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TEST SPECIMEN
A detailed description of the 599-335-054-101 baggage door, the 599-356-001-
101 litter door, and the 599-335-068-101 forward fairing are presented in the
TeAt SR.ecimen section of BHTI. Report No. 599-335-063, Ref. (a). A
description of the 599-335-048-1 vertical fin is presented in the Tes_.._t.t
Specimen section of BHTI Report No. 599-098-015, Ref. (b).
APPARATUS AND METHOD .... _ ........
Twenty specimens of the 599-335-054-10ibaggage doors, nine of the 599-356-
001-101 litter doors, and nine 599-335-068-101 forward fairings were tested
under simulated aerodynamic loading using the methods described in BHTI
Report No. 599-335-063, Ref. (a).
Nine specimens of the 599-335-048-1 vertical fin were tested under simulated
aerodynamic loading using the methods described in BHTI Report no. 599-098-
015, Ref. (b). - ................
CHECKED:
Kin, __ __
gtructural Test: Design_ & Coordination
Chris Whitlock, Test Engineer
Structural Test Design & Coordination
APPROVED:
Jg_ R. Slack, Group Engineer
S_ructural-Test Design & Coordination
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TABLE I.
COMPONENT
599-356-001-101
!Litter Door
Area = 1,153 in2
LimitLoad
= .20 psig
599-335-054-I01 _
Baggage Door
Area = 876 in2
Limit Load = .33 psig
i
599-335-068-101
Forward Fairing
Limit Load = .2 psig
SUMMARY OF TEST RESULTS OF COMPOSITE COMPONENTS
SERIAL NO.
ML-A83
ML-6
ML-141
ML-142
ML-4
ML-A5
ML-143
ML-A84
ML-400
ML-111
ML-52
ML-13
ML-185
ML-122
ML-A82
ML-A81
ML-186
ML-181
ML-184
ML-183
ML- 182
ML 112
ML-51
ML-19
ML-121
ML-40!
ML-402
ML-403
ML-404
ML-A3
ML-A01
ML-I
ML-A4
ML-16
ML-2
_4L-A2
M[-3
ML-15
FAILURE LOAD
LBS/IN2
.594
1.518
.781
1.366
1.127
1.236
1.214
1.258
1.258
i|i
.495
1.365
.371
.571
.485
.542
.599
.457
.457
•428
.585
.713
.548
.542
.599
.485
.542
.542
.428
.599
2.70
2.80
2.46
2.11
3.68
3.44
3.73
3.68
3.93
FAILURE LOAD
LIMIT LOAD
2.97
7.59
3.90
6.83
5.64
6.18
6.07
6.29
6.29
1.50
4.14
1.12
1.73
1.47
1.64
1.82
1.38
1.38
1.30
2.08
2.16
1.66
1.64
1.82
1.47
1.64
1.64
1.30
1.82
13.5
14.0
12.3
10.6
18.4
!7.2
i3.7
18.4
19.7
HINGE POINT/Ik
LOADS (LBS)
UPPER LOWER
157 420
0 0
53 140
53 140
53 140
53 140
53 140
53 140
53 140
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TABLE I.
COMPONENT
599-335-048-1
Vertical Fin
Area = 1,387 in2
Limit Load = .5 psig
SUMMARY OF TEST RESULTS OF COMPOSITE COMPONENTS
(Concluded)
SERIAL NO.
ML-IO
ML-24
ML-08
ML-20
ML-21
ML-23
ML-17
ML-22
ML-9
FAILURE LOAD
LBS/IN2
1.39
1.44
1.48
1.50
1.57
1.41
1.49
1.49
1.49
FAILURE LOAD
LIMIT LOAD
2.78
2.813
2.96
3.00
3.14
2.81
2.98
2.98
2.98
HINGE POINTZ_
LOADS (LBS)
UPPER LOWER
Hinge point loads on specim_n ML-A83 were maintained at the same
percent of limit as the distributed loads while loading to failure,
Specimen ML-6 hinge point loads were zero while loading to failure.
For the balance of the specimens, the point loads were maintained at
100% of limit values while loading to failure.
z
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TABLEI I.
SERIALNO.
ML-111
[I :
ML-52
ML-13
ML-185
ML-122
ML-A82
ML-A81
ML-186
ML-181
ML-184
HL-183
ML-182
ML-112
ML-51
ML-19
ML-121
ML-401
ML-402
ML-403
ML-404
SUMMARY OF DEFLECTION TEST RESULTS FOR THE 599-335-054-101
COMPOSITE BAGGAGE DOOR
0 20
0.0 .173
0.0 .173
0.0 .224
0.0 .144
0.0 .183
0.0 •172
0.0 .147
0.0 •159
0.0 •209
0.0 .099
0.0 .162
0.0 .112
ii •
0.0 .207
0.0 .170
I
0.0 .171
0.0 .112
0.0 .150
0.0 .141
0.0 .152
0.0 .186
DEFLECTION (INCHES) /_
PERCENT LOAD
40
.363
.364
• 579
.352
• 405
• 434
.326
.323
• 437
.275
.331
.377
.422
.332
•385
• 320
.345
.338
• 344
• 408
6O
.559
.567
.894
|l ii
.609
.616
.647
.516
.524
.670
.504
.547
.578
.658
80
. 811
.969
1.292
.896
.867
.944
.778
.811
.944
.804
.753
.812
1.041
100
1.084
1.343
1.626
1.115
1.292
1.584
1.166
1.200
1.243
1.254
1.002
1.110
1.315
.520 .735
.552 .791
.530 .798
.569 .858
.526 .907
.587 .963
.620 .962
l.OOg
1.080
1.170
1.319
1.416
1.313
1.241
/_Only dial indicator No. 5 as described in Ref. (a) was used.
20
.264
.557
.331
.248
.545
.352
.323
.291
.326
.224
.291
.291
.350
.223
.295
.226
.323
.236
.265
.356
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TABLE III. SUMMARY OF DEFLECTION TEST RESULTS FOR THE 599-356-001-101
COMPOSITE LITTER DOOR
DEFLECTIONS (INCHES)
SERIAL
NO.
ML-A83
ML-6
ML'I41
ML-142
ML-4
LOAD
% LIMIT
0 0
20 .027
40 •054
60 •077
80 .097
100 • 104
2O .043
0 0
20 •057
40 .076
CoO .088
80 .09 7
i00 •i00
20 .097
0 0
20 .039
40 .065
60 .070
80 .074
100 .077
20 .061
0 0
20 .019
40 •048
60 .075
BO .094
100 .109
20 .046
0 0
20 .002
40 .008
60 .017
BO .027
100 . O36
2O . O29
2
0
.051
•096
• 135
•175
•208
.064
0
•040
.08O
•I19
.149
• 186
.054
0
.017
.072
.i15
• 160
.204
.040
0
•044
.090
.135
•177
.216
.072
|
0
.016
.045
•O82
.122
•161
.040
DIAL INDICATOR NO.
3 4
I
0 0
•028 .036
.037 .088
• 048 .117
.064 .115
• 074 .128
• 035 .083
0 0
.OlS 0
.023 .002
.026 .005
.025 •011
.028 •020
.019 .005
0 0
.041 .011
.067 .021
.079 .024
.091 .026
.100 .028
• 048 .010
0 0
.024 •003
.042 .005
.058 .005
.074 .004
.088 .008
.037 0
0 O
.012 .012
.025 .019
.037 .023
.049 .024
.064 .024
.023 .019
i
5
0
.010
•O28
.045
•058
• 066
.038
0
.010
•018
.013
.034
.038
•020
0
•007
.015
•024
.038
.048
.011
0
.006
.014
.025
.031
.032
.017
0
.001
.006
.010
.016
•020
•008
0
.001
-.005
.006
.014
.026
• 004
0
.036
.056
.066
•081
.092
.042
0
•008
.011
.025
•035
.049
.014
0
• 008
•022
•050
•066
.085
.035
O.
010
.018
.037
.054
.073
.018
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TABLE III. SUMMARY OF DEFLECTION TEST RESULTS FOR THE 599-356-001-101
COMPOSITE LITTER DOOR
(Concluded)
i ii
DEFLECTIONS (INCHES)
SERIAL
NO.
ML-A5
ML-143
HL-A84
ML-400
LOAD
% LIMIT
0
20
40
60
80
100
20
0
20
40
60
80
i00
20
0
20
40
60
80
i00
20
0
2O
4O
6O
80
100
2O
0
.045
.075
•092
• 107
• 120
.053
0
.048
•093
•117
•132
•147
.061
0
•O20
.052
.075
• 092
• 105
.032
0
.018
.056
• 080
.095
• 106
.086
DIAL INDICATOR NO.
2 3
0 0
.062 .039
.110 .061
.145 .072
.184 .084
.216 .094
.078 .051
0 0
.064 .039
.122 .055
.166 .067
.207 .077
.251 .O89
.083 .047
0 0
.047 .036
.088 .049
.131 .071
.169 .084
.204 .095
.062 .047
0 0
.051 .030
.105 .047
.150 .055
.186 .060
.225 .068
.094 .032
/_Oiai indicator bottomed out after 60% load.
4
0
.002
0
.005
.006
.016
•006
0
.002
0
0
0
.009
.031
.037
.053
.057
.028
0
.005
.010
.018
6
0
.01fi
• 047
.079
.089
.099
.047
0
.007
.019
.040
-.001
0
-.002
0
• 002
.005
• 005
• 004
• 003
-.002
0
.012
.011
.008
•009
.010
.005
.027
.036
• 006
0
.005
.010
.019
.030
.037
.017
0
.007
.016
.021
.026
.032
.013
•066
.080
.018
0
.004
.010
.C33
Z
/
0
.005
.016
.030
.052
.O58
.020
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TABLE IV.
SERIAL NO.
SUMMARY OF DEFLECTION TEST RESULTS FOR THE 599-335-068-101
COMPOSITE FAIRING ASSEMBLY
DEFLECTION (INCHES) Z_
PERCENT LOAD
0 20 40 60 80 100 125 150 200
I
ML-A3 0 -.003 -.001 .024 .047 .065 .074 .112 .156
ML.-A01 0 0 0 .003 .033 .048 .075 .115 .194
ML-1 0 0 0 0 .003 .023 .047 .073 .123
ML-A4 0 0 0 .018 .050 .075 .098 .122 .172
ML-16 0 0 .018 .019 .048 .073 .090 .108 .146
HL-2 0 .006 .016 .039 .056 .069 .109 .128 ,180
ML-A2 0 .024 .034 .059 .074 .086 .114 .134 ,184
ML-3 0 .020 .035 .052 .070 .092 .119 .150 ,200
ML-15 0 .026 .041 .066 .087 .103 .136 .181 .240
i
Only dial indicator No. 5 as described in Ref. (a),
TABLE V.
SERIAL NO.
SUMMARY OF DEFLECTION TEST RESULTS FOR THE 599-335-048-1
COMPOSITE CERTICAL FIN ASSEMBLY
DEFLECTION (INCHES)
0 2O
ML-IO 0 .54
ML-24 0 .42
ML-8 0 .38
ML-20 0 .48
ML-21 0 .49
HL-23 _ .50
ML-17 0 .28
ML-22 0 .20
ML-9 0 .30
40
1.03
.85
.84
.85
1.10
.65
.53
.45
.75
PERCENT LOAD
60 80
1.55 2.15
1.31 1.85
1.25 1.80
1.20 1.55
1.58 1.91
.85 1.15
1.13 1.46
1.20 1.35
1.25 2.30
IO0
2.75
2.30
2.23
1.95
2.68
1.45
1.78
1.75
3.30
125 150
1.95 ' 2.40
2.48 2•88
2.30 2.60
3.90 4.75
A-8
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COPY TO: H. Lawton, Lab Files
SUBJECT: FIELD SERVICE EVALUATION OF COMPOSITE COMPONENTS
REFERENCES: (a) BHTI Report No. 599-335-063, "206L Composite Components
Stiffness and Static Tests"
(b) BHTI Report No. 599-098-015, "Structural Tests of the
599-335-048-1 Composite Vertical Fin Assembly for the
Model 206L and 206L-I"
(c) BHTI Report No. 206BIM-236, "Field Service Evaluation of
Composite Components"
(d) BHTI Report No. 206B2M-I09, "Field Service Evaluation of
Composite Components"
(e) BHTI Report No. 0092M-129, "Field Service Evaluation of
Composite Components"
(f) BHTI Report No. 206BSM-038, "Field Service Evaluation of
Composite Components"
(g) BHTI Report No. 20689M-018, "Field Service Evaluation of
Composite Components"
(h) BHTI Engineering Laboratory Notebooks N_6-117, N92-11,
N86-10g, and Ngo-3g
INTRODUCTION
This report presents the results of static tests conducted to determine the
structural quality of four different composite components of the Model 206L
helicopter. These tests were part of the NASA Flight Service Evaluation
Program (Contract NAS1-15279) to certify these components for use on the M206L
helicopter. The objective of these tests is to obtain static stiffness and
strength data on these parts after an extended period of time in service.
Thirty-three parts were received from the field for test, a total of thirty-
two parts were tested; ten 599-356-001-101 litter doors, one 599-335-054-101
baggage door, ten 599-335-06B-101 forward fairings, and eleven 599-355-048-I
vertical fins were tested under simulated aerodynamic loading. One 599-356-
001-101 litter door was missing the window and was not tested.
Testing was conducted in a manner similar to that used in three previous
programs, References (a) through (g). In each test a specimen was mounted in
a test fixture, and loads were applied evenly over one surface of the
specimen. Methods of applying the loads are discussed in References (a) and
(b). The loads were reacted at normal aircraft attachment points using
production hardware.
Testing was conducted in the Structural Test Laboratory of Bell Helicopter
Textron, Inc., Fort Worth, Texas, between June $2, 1989, and September 28,
1992. All test data can be found in Ref. (h).
PRECEDIrI(; PAGE BLANK NOT FiLME_.
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RESULTS
The results of the static test of 32 specimens are presented in Table I.
Deflection data is presented in tabular form in Tables II, Ill, IV and V and
graphical form in Figures I throug h 15. Dial indicator locations are
described in References (a) and (b), and shown in Figures 16 and 17. Dial
indicator number 5 was the only dial indicator used on the 599-335-054-101
baggage door and the 599-335-06B-101 fairing assembly.
CONCLUSION
It is concluded that the results presented in this report are representative
of the composite parts tested.
It is further concluded that the time in service did not reduce the strength
of the composite parts. The failure loads presented in Table I were slightly
higher for the litter doors and baggage doors and slightly lower for the
forward fairing and vertical fin than the failure loads of the original
baseline specimens presented in Reference (c).
TEST SPECIMEN
A detailed description of the 599-335-054-101 baggage door, the 599-356-001-
101 litter door, and the 599-335-068-101 forward fairing are presented in the
Test Specimen section of BHTI Report No. 599-335-063, Ref. (a). A description
of the 599-335-048-1 vertical fin is presented in the Test Specimen section of
BHTI Report No. 599-0gB-015, Ref. (b).
APPARATUS AND METHOD
Eleven specimens of the 599-356-00i-101 litter doors, one 599-335-054-101
baggage door, and ten 59g-335-O6B-101 forward fairings were tested under
simulated aerodynamic loading using the methods described in BHTI RepOrt No.
599-335-063, Ref. (a).
Eleven specimens of the 599-335-048-I vertical fin were tested under simulated
aerodynamic loading using the methods described in BHTI Report N0.-599-098-
015, Ref. (b). - .
CHECKED:
Chris WhitIock
Test Engineer ....
Structural Test Laboratory
Larry King
Engineering Special ist
Structural Test Laboratory
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Group Engineer
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TABLE I SUMMARY OF TEsT RESULTS OF COMPOSITE COMPONENTS
599-356-001-101
Litter Door
Area "= 1,153 in 2
Limit Load - 0.2 Paig
_ To Fdm_.
599-335-054-101
Baggage Door
Area = 876 in =
Cud = 0.33 p, g
599-335-068-101
Forward Fairing
Limit Load = 0.20 paig
599-335-048-001
Vertical Fin
Area = 1,387 :Lit:
Limit Load = 0.5 pslg
SERIAL NO.
M_BR
M_B_
ML43_
ML4X_
IIII
ML.501
MI,BOI
MI,001
MI.RM
ML.E01
]dL._
ML.IWB
ML.D04
. WL.C_
WI,.D05
)4L.D06
FAILURE LOAD
(T_SSl IN: ),
127
1.17
1.37
FAILURE LOAD
LIMIT LOAD
6.33
$.ILS
6J3
1.15 5.75
0.91 4.55
0.91
0.95
0.74
WINIX_ MIU_TO
1.D
!_
0_4
3.00
3J_
175
2.46
3.14
2.,M
3.09
2.90
_11
1.6/
1A1
1.19
1.2S
1.23
1..5.5
1.34
1.57
1.39
4.88
4.T7
3.70
5.64
6.40
1.95
15.0
17.9
13.0
12.3
15.7
12..t
15.5
14.5
10.6
11.3
3.33
281
238
2.56
2A5
3.11
3.25
2._
3.13
2.7$
1.0S 2.16
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SERIAL
NUMBER
IML-502
MI_503
ML-B01
ML-B02
ML-B03
PERCENT
TABI_ II.SUMMARY OFTEST RESULTS FOR THE 599-356-001-I01
_OMPOSTrE LrrrER DOOR .......
..........DEFLECTIONS iINC_-IF.S)
LIMIT
LOAD
0
20
40
60
8O
100
20
0
20
4O
6O
80
100
20
0
20
40
6O
8O
100
2O
0
20
40
60
8O
100
20
0
20
40
60
8O
lo0
20
DI 1
T_7
0-O00
0.003
0.018
0.038
0.O55
0-069
0.015
0-0O0
0.011
0.044
0.070
0.092
0.109
0.033
0-O00
0.027
0-047
O.066
0.081
0.092
0.043
0-000
0-022
0.042
0.05"/
0.O70
0.082
O.O26
0.O00
0.028
0.048
O.069
0.087
0.105
0.047
DI 2
DIAL INDICATOR NUMB..ER [11
DI 5
0.0O0
0.034
O.087
0.128
0.168
0.2O8
0-057
0.000
0.042
O.O93
0.142
0.189
0.235
0.063
0.0O0
0.059
0.112
0.157
0.192
0.227
0.078
0.0O0
0.052
0.104
0.134
0.177
0.217
O.O6O
0.0O0
0.058
0.105
0.153
0.194
0.244
0.078
[i]Dialindicatorlocationsareshown inFigure16
DI 3 DI 4
0.0O0 0-O00
0.016 0.033
0-044 0.039
0.060 0.061
0.068 0.072
0.076 0.(}82
0.O4O O.072
0.O00 0.0O0
0.O23 0.O00
0.043 _.002
0.063 -0.002
O.078 0.003
0.091 0.005
0.034 -0.002
0.000 0.0O0
0.042 -0.008
0.062 -0.013
0.074 -0.016
0.084 -0.017
0.092 -0.018
0.048 -0.003
0-000 0-O00
0-032 0-004
0.058 0.018
0.067 0.030
0.074 0.047
0.O85 0.045
0.031 0.049
0.O00 0.O00
0.039 0.008
0.O64 0.012
0.080 0.016
0.088 0.022
0.097 0.033
0.049 0.026
0-O00
0.017
0-027
0.041
0.051
0.062
0.034
0.000
0-011
0.019
0.023
0.024
0.027
0.016
0-0O0
0.023
0.034
0-044
0.051
0.O58
0.037
0.0O0
0-007
0-010
0.021
0.030
0.036
0.018
0.O00
0.000
0.013
0.020
0.030
0.O36
0.006
r
DI 6
0.0O0
-0.003
-0.OO6
-0.002
O.OO8
0.014
-0.OO2
0.O00
0.022
0.032
0.042
0.O65
0.083
0.027
0.0O0
0.O01
0.037
0.056
0.066
0.074
0.035
0.000
0.000
-O.OO6
-0.009
O.OO4
0.006
-0.OO6
0.O00
0.006
0.019
0.022
0.029
0.050
-0.001
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TABLE IL SUMMARY OFTEST RF_ULTS FOR THE 599-356001-101
M206L COMPOSITE _ DOOR
(concluded)
SERIAL
NUMBER
ML-B04
MI_B05
ML-B06
ML-D03
ML-D04
PERCENT'
LIMIT
LOAD
0
2O
4O
6O
8O
I00
2O
0
2O
4O
6O
8O
I00
2O
0
2O
4O
6O
8O
I00
20
0
2O
40
60
8O
I00
20
0
2O
4O
6O
8O
I00
2O
DI 1
0.OOO
0.01.5
0.030
0.0.54
0.069
0.092
0.054
0.000
O.O28
0.056
0.071
0.087
O.O93
O.O36
0.000
0.O58
0.082
0.102
0.122
0.131
0.068
0.000
0.035
0.060
0.090
0.103
0.111
0.056
0.000
0.051
0.093
0.120
0.139
0.166
0.0.54
DEFLECTIONS (INCHES)
DIAL INDICATOR NUMBER [1]
DI 2
0.OOO
0.054
0.114
0.160
0.205
O.256
0.091
0.000
O.O55
0.099
0.142
0.179
0.203
0.069
0.000
O.089
0.1,40
0.181
0.232
0.272
0.103
0.000
0.067
0.125
0.186
0.231
0.267
0.086
0.OO0
0.059
0.109
0.155
0.192
0.239
0.O65
DI 3
0.OOO
0.034
O.O6"/
0.079
0.087
0.091
0.051
0.000
O.O43
O.054
O.O72
0.082
0.087
0.051
0.000
0.054
0.076
O.O86
0.097
0.105
0.063
0.OOO
0.070
0.097
0.III
0.123
0.131
0.077
0.000
O.O26
0.036
0.046
0.056
O.O64
0.027
DI 4
0.000
-O.OO3
-O.O07
-O.OO7
-0.005
0.001
0.002
0.000
-0.005
.0.010
.0.014
.0.016
.0.012
-0.004
0.000
-0.0(_
-0.011
-0.013
-0.015
-0.012
-0.006
0.000
-O.OO6
-0.OO7
-0.0_
-0.015
-0.OO6
-0.008
0.00O
-0.006
-O.OO8
.0.OO6
.0.0O7
.0.007
-0.003
DI 5 DI 6
0.OOO
0.OOO
0.010
0.016
0.021
O.O28
0.006
0.000
0.008
0.018
0.026
0.031
O.O34
0.013
0.000
0.011
0.019
0.025
0.032
0.038
0.017
O.OO0
0.009
0.021
0.024
0.035
0.035
0.066
0.0OO
0.027
O.036
0.042
0.044
0.051
0.032
[1] Dial indicator locations are shown in Figure 16
0.00O
0.009
0.018
0.028
0.036
0.044
0.015
0.OOO
0.007
0.018
0.027
O.O26
O.05O
0.013
0.000
0.012
0.025
0.041
0.047
0.057
0.022
0.OOO
0.017
0.016
O.O28
0.031
0.056
0.016
0.000
0.054
0.064
0.073
0.093
0.107
0.O52
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TABLE I_ SUMMARY OF DEFLECrION'rEST RF_ULTS FOR THE
599-335-054--101COMPO_Sr'I-EBAGGAGE DOOR
l SERIAL I D_CTION OF DIAL _ICATOR NO 5JINCH_) [I] I
NUMBER I PERCENT LIM1T LOAD I
o 120 4°I 6°I 8°11°°I 1251
ML-B07 [ 0.0001 0.190 0.4361 0.6541 0.913I 12] I [2] I-_
[I] Dial indicator locations are shown in Figure 16 .............
[2]No menstu_--mcnt taken
r
TABLE IV. SUMMARY OFDEFLECHONTE_RESULTS FOR
599-335_101 COMPOS_ FAIRING ASSEMBLY
SERIAL
NUMBER
DEF1JECTION OF DIAL INDICATOR N ° 5 (IN_) 11]
ML-500
ML-501
ML-B01
ML-B02
ML.C01
ML-C02
ML-C03
ML-C04
MI,-D01
ML-D02
[1] Dial indicator locations are shown in Figure 17
PERCENT LIMIT LOAD
o 2o140 ' 6o 8O
0.000 0.005 0.032 0.062 0.097
0.000 0.010 0.040 0.075 0.100
0.000 0.035 0.070 0.092 0.113
0.000 0.040 0.075 0.105 0.135
0.000 0.054 0.087 0.105 0.127
0.000 0.060 0.134 0.161 0.203
0.000 0.018 0.044 0.071 0.087
0.000 0.021 0.056 0.083 0.137
0.000 0.022 0.047 0.067 0.092
0.000 0.011 0.024 0.039 0.059
I00 125 150 200
0.109 0.132 0.152 0.207
0.120 0.140 0.165 0.205
0.230 0.265 0.305 0.380
0.173 0.215 0.305 0.355
0.139 0.160 0.186 0117
0.230 0.256 0175 0.344
0.107 0.127 0.145 0.205
0.165 0.238 0.262 0.298
0.115 0.139 0107 0.256
0.078 0.130 0.191 0.235
TABT;:_V. S_Y OF DEFLECFIONTEff]" RESULTS FOR THE
599-335-048-101 COMPOSITE VERTICAL FIN ASSEMBLY
SERIAL
NUMBER i
ML-504
ML-B01
ML-B02
ML-B03
ML-B04
ML-C06
ML-C07
ML-C08
ML-C09
ML-D05
MI_D06
1] Tube Scale
DEFLECTION (INCHES)[I]
PERCENT LIMIT LOAD
m
0 2O 4O
0.000 0.450 1.000
0.000 0_300 0.650
0.000 0.320 0.600
0.000 0.200 0.650
0.000 0-300 0.750
0.000 0.250 0_80
0.000 0.350 0.750
0.000 0.350 0.500
0.000 0.400 0.750
0.000 0.250 0.650
0.000 0.270 0.750
60 80 100 125 150
1.450 1.850 2.600 3.200 3.600
1-350 1.750 2.300 19(]0 3.650
1.150 1.450 1.950 2.500 2.930
1.200 1.600 I000 1200 1700
1_300 1.750 1.850 2350 1950
0.750 1.000 1.350 2.100 1600
1.000 1.450 1.700 2-050 2.550
1.000 1.250 1.870 2-400 1940
0.900 1.250 1.750 2-100 1550
0.830 1.150 1-%00 1.900 1280
1.020 1.320 1.720 1220 1700
locations are shown in Figure 17
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uJ
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C_
Z
m
V
Z
0
immmm
F--
C)
UJ
.J
UJ
r_
O.O6
0 2O 4O 6O 8O
PERCENT OF REFERENCE LOAD
lOO 120
-X--.DI 1 _DI 2-Y_DI 3
_DI 4.-..,I--DI 6.--.I,--DI 6
FIGURE I
Dial Indicator Deflections for the 599-356-001-101M206L
Composite Litter Door, S/N ML-502, Reference Figure 16
for the Dial Indicator Locations.
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A
uJ
Z
m
Z
0
i
C_
UJ
u.
uJ
r_
L
i
r t
0 8O
PERCENT OF REFERENCE LOAD
"X-- D! 1 "-_'-DI 2"-)K-'-DI 3
-'_-"DI 4-'I"-DI 5--1'-'DI 6
i00- 1_0
FIGURE 2
Dial Indicator Deflections for the 599-356-001-101 M206L
Composite Litter Door, S/N ML-503, Reference Figure 16
for the Dial Indicator Locations.
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uJ
:Z:
;Z
u
V
Z
O
m
I--.
14J
..I
EL
ILl
C:
: !
0 2O 4O 6O 8O
PERCENT OF REFERENCE LOAD
IO0 120
-)<-DI I-{_'-DI 2-Y_.-DI 3
-_--DI 4-.-I--DI 5--I--DI 6
FIGURE 3
Dial Indicator De_ections for the 599-356-001-101M206L
Composite Litter Door, S/N ML-B01, Reference Figure 16
for the Dial Indicator Locations.
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A
O0
1,1
"v
Z
Z
0
..J
LU
C_
2O 40 ' 60 80
PERCENT OF REFERENCE LOAD
-X--DI I .-E_-DI 2-gK--DI 3
•-X--DI 4-'t--Dl $--I--'DI 6
!
100 120
FIGURE 4
Dial Indicator Deflections for the 599-356-001-101 M206L
Composite Litter Door, S/N ML-B02, Reference Figure 16
for the Dial Indicator Locations.
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A
-r
C)
Z
m
0
u
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uJ
U.
LU
0 2O 6O 8O
PERCENT OF REFERENCE LOAD
100
i
120
-X'- DI 1-_'-DI 2-'_'-DI 3
"X--DI 4-"I--DI 5"I--DI 6
FIGURE 5
Dial Indicator Deflections for the 599-356-001-101M206L
Composite Litter Door, S/N ML-B03, Reference Figure 16
for the Dial Indicator Locations.
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LLJ
-r
C)
Z
m
V
Z
0
m
uJ
..J
LL
uJ
r_
0.05
0 44) 6O 8O
PERCENT OF REFERENCE LOAD
-X--DI 1 --_-DI 2--_--DI 3
---_r- DI 4--I--DI $--I---DI 6
FIGURE 6
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Dial Indicator De_ections for the 599-356-001-101M206L
Composite Litter Door, S/N ML-B05, Reference Figure 16
for the Dial Indicator Locations.
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Dial Indicator De_ections for the 599-356-001-101M206L
Composite Litter Door, S/N ML-D03, Reference Figure 16
for the Dial Indicator Locations.
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Dial Indicator Deflections for the 599-356-001-101 M206L
Composite Litter Door, S/N ML-D04, Reference Figure 16
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B-16
Report No. 20692M-133
8 December 1992
Page 17 of 23
0
COMPOSITE BAGGAGE ____]
DOOR, SN ML-B07
2O 4¢ 6O
PERCENT OF REFERENCE LOAD
_W) IO0
FIGURE 11
Dial Indicator Number 5 Deflections for the 599-335-054-101 M2OGL
Composite Baggage Door. S/N ML-BOT_Reference Figure 16
for the Dial Indicator Location.
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FIGURE 13
Dial Indicator Number 5 Deflections for the 599-335-068-101M206L
Composite Fairing Assembly, S/N's ML-C02, ML-C03, ML-C04, ML-D01,
and ML-D02, Reference Figure 17 for Dial Indicator Location.
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Tube Scale Deflections for the 599 335-048-001M206L
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' for Tube Scale Locatlon.
B-20
Report No. 20692M-133
8 December 1992
Page 2! of 23
W
-r
C)
Z
V
Z
0
m
M-
UJ
..J
LL
UJ
C_
60 80 100 120
PERCENT OF REFERENCE LOAD
-X-- _W,._ _ IVIL..¢.,_--)4(- IVIL_
IVIL-D_ --!-- ML.-D_
FIGURE 15
Tube Scale De_ections for the 599 335-048 001M206L
Composite Vertical Fin Assembly, S/N's ML-C07, ML-C08. ML-C09,
ML-D05, and ML-D05 Reference _Igure ±/ for Tube Scale _ocation.
B-21
Report No. _0692M-133
8 December 1992
Page 22 of 23
Lower Hinge
Concentrated _ _ _ UoPPncernHr_ntg:d Load
/
Center of Door --/ _----_7 Forward
Dial Indicator Locations for the De_ection Tests of
the 599-356-001M206L Composite Litter Door
\
Dial Indicator Locations for the 599-335-054-1
M206L Composite Baggage Door
FIGURE 16
Dial Indicator Locations for the De_ection Tests of the
Composite Litter Door and the Composite Baggage Dbof_-
Hinge
Reaction
Points
0.5 Typical
B-22
Report No. 20692M-133
8 December 1992
Page 23 of 23
w-,--- I. 60 ---,,
.,_--,l 3. ? 5--.,.._
!
6.25 -_ _-- J toni=our
I
---IS • 0 "--"t
Forward
4.0-"- •
I
6 • 5"-'_: -'--
Dial Indicator Locations for the 599-335-068-101
M206L Composite Forward Fairing
Fo_ard
/
at1:achmen1:
Znboa.Td up String Pot
Tube Scale Location for the 599-335-048-001
M206L Composite Vertical Fin
FIGURE 17
Deflection Measurement Locations for the Deflection Tests of the
.Composite Forward Fairing and the Composite Vertical Fin.
B-23
Thispage intentionallyleftblank.
B-24
APPENDIX C
NON-DESTRUCTIVE INVESTIGATION FOR
SELECTED COMPOSITE COMPONENTS TESTED
DURING THE 8-YEAR INTERVAL
BHTI LABORATORY REPORT NO. 89-001A
21 APRIL 1989
PRIECE,_._ PAGE L_LAN_ NOT FILCHED
ThisPage IntentionallyLeftBlank
Bell Helicopter
:, _ of 'rex_tOn me,
_OSTOFRCE BOX 482 • _ORTWORTH, TEXAS 76101
PART NO.
P.O. NO
R.R. NO.
COPtES TO:
J. Carroll
L. King
K. Porter
S. Smith
LABORATORY REPORT
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m
APPROVED 17
J. (_.(_EKISbK
TITLE NDI OF MODEL 206 COMPOSITE COMPONENTS FOR
FIELD/SERVICE DAMAGE
ITEM
SPEC NO,
VENDOR
A total of 18 Model 206 composite components, cowlings (4), vertical
fins (4), baggage doors (5), and litter doors (5) were delivered to
NDT Lab for inspection to detect impact or user damage from the field.
Table i is a listing of part numbers, serial numbers, inspection
equipment and results.
Vertical Fins & Baggage Doors
The vertical fins and baggage doors were inspected using a through
transmission squirter technique. This technique used two i MHz
transducers in conjunction with a tone burs: pulse. The received
ultrasonic signal was then processed by a computer using a level file
that equated a 1 volt drop to 3 dB steps. This level file created the
scans shown in Figures 1 - 9, by assigning numbers to each volt drop
1. . .9, with 0 being the worst case.
RESULTS
The vertical fin scans are shown in Figures 1 - 4. The vertical Fins
ML-09, ML-17 and ML-23 show no field/service damage. The ML-22 scan
(Figure 3A) shows field/service damage of 1,013 sq. in.
-he baggage door scans are shown in Figures 5 - 9. The baggage doors
ML-19 and ML-182 show no field/service damage. The ML-051 scan
(Figure 6A) shows field/service damage of .763 sq. in. The ML-II2
scan (Figures 7A and B) shows fourteen field/service damage areas with
a maximum 43.64 sq. in. Review Figures 7A and B for individual damage
area and dimensions. The ML-121 scan (Figure 8B ) shows two
fleld/service damage areas with a maximum 4.586 sq. in. Review Ficure
8B for individual damage area and dimensions.
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Litter Doors
The litter doors were thin laminates of varying thickness which
were covered on the inside by a hollow interior panel. These
interior panels prevented using squirter through transmission and
also made pulse echo inspection extremely difficult; therefore,
both tap hammer and visual methods were used to evaluate these
components.
RESULTS
Photographs 1 - 4 are the litter doors with service damage
identified on the surface. These doors are ML-04, ML-A05,
ML-A084, and ML-143. All four doors had service/field damage.
The majority of the damage was located around the corners.
Cowlinq
The cowling geometry was such that contact inspection using S1-A
sondicator was required. The sondicator introduces ultrasonic
energy at 25 KHz into the material via the transmitter transducer
contact tip and propagates through the internal structure. The
transmit energy zs sensed through the receivers contact tip and
electronically evaluated. Changes in the components properties,
such as thickness, unbonds, and defects cause change in the
:eceived energy amplitude and/or phase. The condicator is
capable of detecting defects of 1/2" diameter and larger.
RESULTS
The contact ultrasonic inspection of 4 cowlings listed in Table I
detected no field/service damage.
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